ASFC 89-6M 
CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 


Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science 


Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, September 8, 1989 


Present: C. Bertrand, Chair: B. Spanos; E. Gardham; P. Regimbald; I. Sendek; 
P. Albert; D. Dicks; S. Ruby; G. Valaskakis; M. Szabo; R. A. Long; 
J. Gavin; P. Widden; Z. Hamlet; E. Preston; W. Gilsdorf; W. Knitter; 
D. Sheps; R. Kilgour; C. Levy; M. Barlow; H. deRomer; G. Decarie; 
R. Perigoe; I. Irvine; A. Planells; C. Gray; R. Sharma; M. Poirier; 
I. Robinson; C. White; J. Drysdale; S. Hoecker-Drysdale; M. Giguere; 
C. Potworowski; M. Brian; H. Shulman; C. Davis; D. Shapiro; R. 
Seppanen; S. Letovsky; M. Moser; M. Sullivan; E. Budik; B. Goodman; 
Vv. Nazemi. 

Regrets: G. Trudel; B. Barkman. 

Absent: H. McQueen; W. Byers; G. Szamosi. 
Documents considered and distributed at this meeting 

ASFC 89-6M--A Notice of Election - Arts and Science Faculty Committees 

ASFC 89-6M-B Election — ASFC Steering Committee 

ASFC 89-6M-C Election -— Evaluation Committee for the Dean of the Faculty 

of Arts and Science 
ASFC 89-6M-D Faculty Research Development Programme 
Iss Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 1335. 


2. Approval of Agenda 


89-6-1 It was moved and seconded (Davis/Barlow) that the agenda be approved. 


CARRIED 


The Dean welcomed members and asked that they introduce themselves. 


3. Approval of Minutes of May 12 and 23, 1989 


89-6-2 It was moved and seconded (Widden/Barlow) that the minutes of May 
12, 1989, be approved. 


CARRIED 


89-6-3 
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It was moved and seconded (Preston/Kilgour) that the minutes of May 
23, 1989, be approved. 


CARRIED 
Remarks from the Chair 


The Dean informed Council that this meeting was being held earlier 
than usual as the Secretary-General had requested that the election 
for the Evaluation Committee, Dean of Arts and Science, take place 
by September 13, 1989. 


In response to last year’s request that departmental affiliations 
of students be mentioned in the convocation booklet, the Dean stated 
that, as of the 1989 fall convocation, departmental affiliations 
would appear under the student names in the convocation booklet. 
The sample provided by Ray Martin looked quite good. 


None 


Election — Evaluation Committee for the Dean of the Faculty of Arts 
and Science 


Dean Szabo and P. Regimbald acted as Scrutineers. 
The following three (3) full-time faculty members were elected: 


Mair E.G. Verthuy (FRAN) 
Henry P. Habib (POLI) 
William 0. Gilsdorf (COMS) 


The following part-time faculty member was elected: 


Ritva Seppanen (ENGL) 


The following two (2) undergraduate students were recommended and 
ratified: 


Harriet McLach] an 
Shawn O’ Hara 


Mr. Nazemi, GSA Vice-President, advised Council that the GSA was not 
able to recommend a graduate student at this time. Council urged 
him to do so by September 13, 1989. Mr. Nazemi was to inform the 
Secretary-General directly by September 13. He assured Council that 
this would be done. 


Election — ASFC Steering Committee 


On behalf of the members of the Steering Committee, Drysdale stated 
that women were under-represented at Council and that there was no 
woman faculty member on the 1988-89 Steering Committee. As 
approximately 20% of the full time faculty are women, Steering 
Committee recommended that Council be asked to consider electing at 
least one woman to the ASFC Steering Committee. 
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It was moved and seconded (Drysdale/Gilsdorf) that for the election 
of Steering Committee members for the 1989-90 academic year, if no 
woman is among the top four candidates, then the woman receiving the 
highest number of votes will replace the man with the lowest number 
of votes. 


CARRIED 
The following four (4) full-time faculty members were elected: 


Hoecker-Drysdale (SDEB) 
Preston (CLAS) 

Drysdale (SOCTI) 

Decarie (HIST) 


Qumn 


The following two (2) undergraduate students were ratified: 


Melodie-Ann Sullivan 
Harriet McLachlan 


Notice of Election -— Arts and Science Faculty Committees 


The Dean referred Council members to document ASFC 89-6M-A, and 
advised that elections/ratifications would take place at the October 
13, 1989, meeting. 


Vice-Dean Dicks added that another faculty member had resigned from 
the Arts and Science Curriculum Committee; therefore three positions 
had to be filled. 


Melodie-Ann Sullivan submitted the following undergraduate student 
names for ratification at this meeting: 


Arts and Science Curriculum Committee 


Bill Leonhardt 
Robert Dyotte 


Arts and Science Faculty Committee on the Status of Women 


David Linder 
Mical Moser 


Arts and Science Faculty Panel 
(Academic Regulations Regarding Cheating) 


Melodie-Ann Sullivan 
Stuart Letovsky 
David Linder 

Mical Moser 


Committee on General Education 


Barry Goodman 


89-6 -5 


Faculty Appeal Committee 
(Regulations regarding Academic Re-evaluation) 


Stuart Letovsky 
Faculty Honours Committee 
Melodie-Ann Sullivan 


Student. Request Committee 
Harriet McLachlan (member) 
Barry Goodman (alternate) 


RATIFIED 


Council granted speaking privileges to Dr. Lightstone, Associate 
Vice-Rector, Research. 


On behalf of the Steering Committee, Gilsdorf stated that Council 
may wish to approve document ASFC-6M-D in principle, acknowledging 
that it is a draft and possibly make additions that Council would 
like Dr. Lightstone to take into consideration as the document is 
finalized. 


It was moved and seconded (Gilsdorf/Albert) that Document ASFC 89- 
6M-D be accepted in principle. 


Lightstone stated that this was an evolving document and that parts 
of it had already been changed as feedback was received from various 
sectors of the University. By forwarding it to Council he wished 
to ensure that consultation with faculties took place. 


Gilsdorf stated his concern that the document seemed to target 
continuing researchers as well] as new researchers in the University; 
however, it did not refer to faculty who had not been mainstream 
researchers for some time and wished to return to research nor 
faculty who were changing the direction of their research and might 
have difficulties getting funding. 


Lightstone responded that in the “more evolved" version of the 
document the description of the “Targeted Faculty Research 
Development Fund" had already been changed. Point (2) of paragraph 
3 of page 4 had already been revised to read: "... who wish to 
commence, resume or reorient their research activity...". 


Widden pointed out that the document defined start-up grants and 
targeted faculty research development funds, but it did not address 
the issuc of criteria to award the General Research Grants. 
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Lightstone replied that this document proposed a new parallel 
granting system. He stated that presently a system existed in each 
Faculty to distribute the General Research Fund, and this system 
would remain in place with one exception, namely that those functions 
performed under the Start-up and Targeted grants would no longer 
draw funds from the General Research Grants. This would mean that 
business would continue as usual within each Faculty, except that 
programmes which would be appropriate for the Targeted and Start-up 
Grants would no longer "whittle down" the amount of money available 
in the General Research Fund. 


Widden wondered whether it would be up to each Faculty to fight for 
the GRG. 


Vice-Dean Albert congratulated Dr. Lightstone for preparing this 
document and for doing the groundwork which will hopefully result 
in bringing money to the University. In response to Widden’s 
question he stated that if accepted by Councils and Senate, and if 
acted upon, there should be an increase in the amount of money 
funnelled into research and thus an increase in research activity. 
In the spirit of the Senate Research Committee discussions of the 
document, it seemed quite clear to him that the University intended 
that each Faculty decide on what research fits into the targeted 
orientations. The Policy would evolve from each Faculty, in concert 
with general guidelines. 


Knilter asked if this document implied that there would be winners 
and losers or whether there actually was new money available so that 
everyone would win. Albert responded that he believed there could 
only be winners if this proposal was accepted. 


Knitter added that another area that needed support was money for 
travel. He felt that the research committee should seriously 
consider this, as self-supported travel] came out of taxed dollars 
and was thus very expensive. 


Lightstone stated that he was not convinced that the issue of travel 
grants should be addressed in this document. A request for travel 
grants might be appropriate as part of a programme, but he did not 
wish to connect the general lack of travel money at the University 
to this document. 


Knitter responded that if travel grants were not tied to this 
document the issue would not be addressed at all. Travel grants were 
funds that supported research and should be treated as an important 
part of faculty research. In response, Vice-Dean Albert pointed 
out that the General Research Grant Committee in Arts & Science 
already provided money for travel where it was an integral part of 
a research proposal. 


Knitter argued that this document did not address this general need. 
There are many faculty who do research in such a way that makes them 
less likely to compete well for grants, and would not readily avail 
themselves of the solution proposed in the document. There are 
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faculty who are moderately successful in their disciplines by 
presenting papers and publishing them without assistance. These 
people would not get grants, and thus their research would not be 


supported. 


Lightstone responded that faculty who do good research, who publish 
and present papers could always make a case that an integral part 
of doing this research and continuing in it, required funding in 
order to present their work at scholarly conferences. 


The Dean added that one of his concerns was the issue of where the 
University would find the new money. Council may wish to attach to 
its adoption in principle of the document, a recommendation that the 
document clearly state that the "Start-up Grants" and "TFRDF" do not 
come out of other areas, in particular the current GRG or even the 
travel grants fund. He added that he would not like to see travel 
grant money integrated into the proposed FRDP. Instead, the funds 
necessary for the FRDP should be "real" new money. He suggested that 
Council consider including some recommendation that Senate pay 
attention to these issues as it debates this document. 


Ms. Seppanen wondered whether the ommission of part-time faculty in 
Section (2) of paragraph 3, page 4, meant that they were in fact 
automatically considered eligible to apply for these new research 
funds. Dr. Lightstone stated that he would seriously consider this 
question in further discussions of the document. 


Ms. Seppanen added that she would appreciate a solid commitment since 
the question has been raised elsewhere as well. Lightstone responded 
that he could only commit himself to ensuring that the issue will 
be addressed by those involved in drafting further versions of the 
document. 


The Dean pointed out that the Arts and Science Faculty had a part- 
time faculty representative on Senate, with full speaking privileges; 
part-timers could also approach the Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations and Finance through their association. This way they would 
be certain that their concerns become known to the various groups 
involved. Approaching the Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and 
Finance might be the best option as it is his office that is 
ultimately responsible for finding monies to fund this programme. 


Ms. Seppanen stated that part-timers had already brought their 
concerns to the attention of everyone they could think of, and she 
was glad to have these concerns recorded in these minutes so that. 
it is clear that CUPFA’s concerns were brought to the attention of 
Counci] as well. 


Vice-Dean Valaskakis agreed that the FRDP be a new initiative with 
new money, but Council should also go on record with a recommendation 
that the issue of travel grants be addressed. 
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White stated that, although the drafters of this document were 
optimistic in stating that 4.5 million dollars would become available 
over the next four years as new money, he was skeptical. He also 
wondered whether the FRDP funds would be distributed among the 
different faculties as the General Research Grant is currently 
distributed, or was this still to be worked out. Lightstone 
responded that this was to be worked out. 


White added that, as a Faculty, Council should endorse this proposal; 
however, the extent to which the FRDP would benefit the Faculty would 
depend on how the funds are distributed among the Faculties. He was 
also concerned about the dollar amounts being projected for 
supporting new faculty members; a limit should not be established 
in such a document. Lightstone explained that in that spirit the 
"evolved" version of the document no longer included a specific 
figure. 


Gray wondered whether Council was to assume that the distribution 
of the total fund among the three programmes would remain 
proportionally the same rather than a large share going to only one 
of the programmes in case of an absence of new funding. 


Lightstone replied that the dollar amounts in the document were not 
established at random. They were the result of discussions with 
various individuals regarding what one might reasonably hope to get 
without the money being taken from other programmes. If in the end 
half of the available money is allocated to the proposed two 
programmes, then a re-evaluation of priorities would have to take 
place. 


Shulman asked how Council would feel if this new money was found as 
a result of a 15% cut to departmental budgets. Lightstone replied 
that he would react very negatively, and would not consider such 
funds as new money. 


The Dean stated that the Faculty was not ina position to accept such 
cuts. It was absolutely imperative that this programme not affect 
the GRG and that the money not come from existing programmes. 


Shulman wondered where the money would come from. The Dean responded 
that possibly something would be done about increasing tuition fees; 
other possibilities could include a new granting formula. 


CARRIED 


The Dean asked if Council wished to offer a formal recommendation 
to Senate as it deliberates. 


Knitter responded that funds for travel must be considered an 
integral part of research and thus deserve the attention of the 
Associate Vice-Rector, Research, but he would not make a motion at 
this time. 


Lightstone asked Council members who had any further thoughts on the 
proposal to forward them to him as soon as possible; he would also 
seriously consider the relevant portion of the minutes in further 
discussions regarding this issue. 


10. 


Other Business 


Robinson asked for Council’s approval of the Julius and Ilka Ekler 
Book Prize. The Dean recommended that Council consider this as a 
notice of motion for the October meeting, as Council prefers to 
consider such motions in writing. In response to whether this book 
prize would replace the Boyd Sinyard prize, Robinson stated that this 
was a new prize. Vice-Dean Dicks suggested that the criteria for 
awarding the prize be attached to the motion. 


In response to deRomer’s question regarding the requirement for a 
special licence to drive the University trucks, Vice-Dean Albert 
stated that a chauffeur‘s licence was required to drive one of the 
eleven passenger vans. To obtain the licence one must go to Motor 
Vehicles, pass a test and an eye examination. He recommended that 
one of the technicians be given the day off for this purpose. 


Widden added that while it sometimes took a long time to get an 
appointment, the test itself was easy. Albert also pointed out that 
the seven passenger van did not require a chauffeur’s license, and 
if a 25 passenger vehicle was required, it would be cheaper to rent 
a vehicle and driver. 


Knitter inquired about the status of the construction of the Library 
Building on the SGW Campus. The Dean responded that this was a two- 
stage operation. The University had obtained approval from the 
Government to knock down the Royal George, and get everything 
prepared for construction. Now the University is waiting for final 
approval to actually build the building. There was also a problem 
with underground oil tanks which had contaminated the soil. This 
caused an additional expense and time delay. 


It was moved and seconded (Barlow/Drysdale) that the meeting be 
adjourned at 1450. 


CARRIED 


